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

 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” plus the nominative subject from the feminine singular article and noun GUNĒ, which means “the wife; the woman.”  Then we have the preposition EN plus the locative of sphere from the feminine singular article and noun ANASTASIS, which means “in the resurrection.”  Next we have the genitive of relationship from the masculine singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “of which?” plus the ablative of the whole from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “of them” and referring to the brothers.  Then we have the third person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb GINOMAI, which means “to become; to be: is.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which regards the state of being as a fact.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form but active in meaning with the woman/wife producing the action.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

This is followed by the predicate nominative from the feminine singular noun GUNĒ, meaning “the wife.”

“Therefore, the wife is the wife of which of them in the resurrection?”
 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “For” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and cardinal adjective HEPTA, which meaning “the seven.”  Then we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb ECHW, which means “to have: had.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the seven brothers produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Next we have the double accusative of person and thing from the third person feminine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “her” plus the accusative of the thing from the feminine singular noun GUNĒ, meaning “for a wife” or “as a wife.”

“For the seven had her as a wife.’”
Lk 20:33 corrected translation
“Therefore, the wife is the wife of which of them in the resurrection?  For the seven had her as a wife.’”
Mt 22:28, “In the resurrection, therefore, whose wife of the seven will she be?  For they all had married her.”

Mk 12:23, “In the resurrection, when they rise again, which one’s wife will she be?  For all seven had married her.”

Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, the wife is the wife of which of them in the resurrection?”

a.  “Based on the information given in the previous hypothetical situation of seven brothers marrying the same woman in succession and all of them dying childless, the Sadducees now spring the trap for Jesus with their trick question.


b.  Which one of the seven brothers has this woman as their wife in the resurrection?  The implication is that either: (1) the first brother has her, because he was first to marry her and the other six have no one, or (2) the last brother has her as his wife forever, because he was the last to marry her and the other six have no one, or (3) she is the wife of none of them, because they all died childless, or (4) she is the wife of all of them, since she was married at one point to each of them.


c.  The trick and trap is that no matter how Jesus answers, someone is unjustly hurt in this situation based upon the assumptions being made by the Sadducees.  The real problem here is not whose wife is she, but rather the erroneous assumptions of the Sadducees.  Their biggest assumption, which Jesus will immediately refute is that there is marriage by people in resurrection bodies.  Because there is no need for procreation in a resurrection body (since the resurrection body lives forever and cannot die), there is no need for marriage.  And if there is no marriage in the resurrection, then the wife is the wife of none of the brothers.


d.  The false theology of the Sadducees (that there is no resurrection) is based on a false assumption that there is no life after death.  The honest question they could have asked Jesus (but did not) should have been: “Is there really life after death?  And is that life in a new body that can never die?”  That would have been honest, fair, forthright, and without deception.

2.  “For the seven had her as a wife.’”

a.  The Sadducees immediately follow their trick question with a simple explanation that the seven brothers had her as a wife at some point in their life.


b.  They add this emphasis to make sure everyone including Jesus understands that all seven men were married to the same woman and each marriage was legitimate in the eyes of the Mosaic Law.  There were no divorce gimmicks involved here.


c.  The subtle unspoken implication is that if she is the wife of all seven men in the resurrection, then isn’t that a reverse form of polygamy, which would be another violation of the Law?

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Whose wife will this woman become in the afterlife, since she has a house full of candidates?  The question has many suppositions behind it.  First, it assumes that the afterlife is seen as very much like this life.  Second, the marriage relationship in that life will be monogamous as in this life.  Third, the absurdity of the woman’s dilemma is designed to illustrate the futility of a resurrection hope.  In fact, the Sadducees ask the question with confidence that no adequate answer exists; they think they have Jesus caught.  Given that this wife had seven husbands in this life, how can she possibly have only one in the afterlife?”


b.  “The puzzle placed before Jesus advances two competing notions of ‘life after death.’   There is, on the one hand, the persistence of life through one’s progeny, guaranteed by ordinances governing levirate marriage.  On the other, there is the resurrection.  Belief in ‘immortality through posterity’ is upheld by Moses, it is alleged, and this renders the idea of resurrection absurd; therefore, from a Sadducean point of view, Torah excludes belief in the afterlife.”


c.  “Rabbinic literature is full of examples of the ‘mocking question’ posed by pagans, apostates or heretics like the Sadducees.”


d.  “Theoretically a woman might have several husbands in turn; so did not this make the idea of resurrection a nonsense?”


e.  “However they came up with the idea, they now waited for Jesus’ answer in leering confidence.  Assuming the presupposition that life in the resurrection is an exact counterpart to earthly life, the resurrected woman would be guilty of sevenfold incest—exponential and eternal carnality!  Or if not, she must arbitrarily be designated the wife of one of the brothers.  But which one?  Or (and this is the answer the Sadducees hoped for) the entire notion of the resurrection must be absurd.  As they waited in smug satisfaction, little did they suspect that they had met the supreme mind of the cosmos, the source of all truth.”


f.  “The Sadducees had used this as a stock passage for disproving the afterlife. If all seven, one after the other, had the woman to wife in this world, she would, of course, be the wife of all seven simultaneously in the next world.  In that case the Law would be promoting in the future life what it condemned in the present life.  Such a conclusion would be absurd; therefore, according to their logic, there could be no future life.”


g.  “We may well suppose that the Sadducees had tried this proof against many a Pharisee and had made a laughingstock of every opponent.  Jesus was to be their next victim.”
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